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Abstract
Adolescence is a critical period for the emergence of a balanced personality in adults.
Extraversion, neuroticism, and affective self-efficacy beliefs in emotion regulation
showed to be good predictors of psychological well-being in adolescents. We ana-
lyzed the association between affective self-efficacy beliefs, personality traits, and
psychological well-being of 179 Italian adolescents. We also analyzed the connection
between adolescents’ filial self-efficacy beliefs and psychological well-being and pos-
sible moderating effects of self-efficacy beliefs on personality traits. Results show that
extraversion, neuroticism, and self-efficacy beliefs in emotion regulation are corre-
lated with psychological well-being, while filial self-efficacy does not. Self-efficacy
beliefs do not show significant moderating effects on personality traits, even if self-
efficacy beliefs in expressing positive emotions reduce negative characteristics of
individuals with high level of psychoticism.
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Introduction
The family of origin is very important for successive development of adolescents
(Arnett, 2004) and, especially in Italy, the permanence of young people in their
families is very long. At the age of 29, 50% of males and 25% females keep living
with their parents (Cavalli, 1996). According to the Italian institute for census, in
2015 the percentage of young males and young females (age range 25–29 years)
living with their parents has increased to 69.1% and to 54.9%, respectively
(www.Istat.it). Due to the long permanence in the family of origin, abilities of
adolescents and young adults to establish good relations with their parents
should be very important for their psychological well-being. Some studies
showed that positive adolescent–parents relations have positive eﬀect on psy-
chological well-being (Ben-Zur, 2003) and that perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs can
aﬀect the quality of the relationships between parents and sons (Caprara,
Pastorelli, Regalia, Scabini, & Bandura, 2005). According to Bandura’s
theory, perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs are the levels of diﬃculty in diﬀerent activ-
ities or behaviors that people are certain to overcome. Perceived self-eﬃcacy
beliefs are speciﬁc to the kind of activity, but they imply the ability of individuals
to regulate their behavior by themselves and to ﬁnd the motivation to pursue
their aim, improving, in this way, the eﬃcacy of their acts (Bandura, 1977, 1997).
Life satisfaction and psychological well-being are important elements for a
positive youth development (Park, 2004). Therefore, the measurement of psy-
chological well-being and the deﬁnition of factors which have an inﬂuence on it
is an important topic in psychological research on adolescents. In literature, the
typical measures of psychological well-being are life satisfaction and happiness
(Bradburn, 1969; Ryan & Deci, 2001). Positive emotions and degree of life sat-
isfaction are the primary elements of psychological well-being. However, some
psychological studies emphasize other aspects of psychological well-being such
as skills in self-fulﬁllment and positive psychological functioning (Ryan & Deci,
2001; Ryﬀ, 1989).
According to Ryﬀ (1989), positive functioning and self-fulﬁllment are oper-
ationalized and measured by six dimensions: self-acceptance (SA), positive rela-
tions with others (PR), autonomy (AU), environmental mastery (EM), purpose
in life (PL), and personal growth (PG). All these dimensions generate positive
emotions and well-being. SA measures subject’s self-actualization and maturity;
positive relations measures subject’s empathy and ability to create close rela-
tionships; AU measures self-determination and independence; EM measures
subject’s ability in choosing or creating environments suitable to her or his
psychic conditions or in taking advantage of environmental opportunities;
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PL measures subject’s intentionality and ability to set goals in life; and PG
measures subject’s ability in pursuing her or his own potentials. All these dimen-
sions are all important components of psychological well-being, because they are
positively correlated with life satisfaction and positive emotions and negatively
correlated with negative emotions (Ryﬀ, 1989).
Psychological well-being is strongly related to personality traits (Steel,
Schmidt & Shultz, 2008). In particular, extraversion and neuroticism are posi-
tively and negatively correlated with psychological well-being (Ryan & Deci,
2001). DeNeve and Cooper (1999) did a meta-analysis of 197 samples, which
included, altogether, more than 40,000 subjects. Results showed that agreeable-
ness and extraversion were positively correlated with psychological well-being,
while neuroticism was negatively correlated with it. Diener and Lucas (1999)
found that conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness had the lowest cor-
relations with psychological well-being, while extraversion and neuroticism had
the highest correlations with it. They explained the diﬀerence suggesting that
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness are aﬀected by environmental
rewards or appreciation, while extraversion and neuroticism are more genetic-
ally determined. However, other researchers found that the ﬁve factor of per-
sonality are largely attributable to genetic and nonshared environmental factors
(Vernon, Martin, Aitken Schermer, & Mackie, 2008). In relation to self-
fulﬁllment and psychological functioning, Schmutte and Ryﬀ (1997) found that
extraversion, conscientiousness, and low neuroticism were correlated to SA, EM,
and PL; openness was correlated to PG; agreeableness and extraversion were
correlated to positive relations; and low neuroticism was correlated to AU.
According to the social-cognitive theory of personality (Bandura, 1977, 1997;
Caprara & Cervone, 2000; Cervone & Williams, 1992; Mischel, 1973; Mischel &
Shoda, 1995), personality is an integrated cognitive-aﬀective system derived
from the combination of diﬀerent psychological processes, which enable indi-
viduals to interpret situations and environment, to reﬂect about their skills and
competencies and to self-regulate and plan their actions. On the basis of these
processes, people develop beliefs about themselves and their relation to the
social environment. Personality traits, therefore, consist not only of innate dis-
positional tendencies but also of capabilities and self-appraisals, such as self-
regulation processes and perceived self-beliefs (Cervone & Shoda, 1999).
Perceived self-beliefs can give reliable prediction of life outcomes over the
course of time. Caprara, Steca, Gerbino, Paciello, and Vecchio (2006) showed
that adolescent’s self-eﬃcacy beliefs to manage positive and negative emotions
contribute strongly to perceive a sense of satisfaction for the life, positive emo-
tions, and to maintain a high degree of self-esteem. Other researchers have con-
ﬁrmed that self-eﬃcacy beliefs have positive eﬀects on academic achievement in
children (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996), prosocial behav-
iour of adolescents (Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, & Pastorelli,
2003), and quality of communication between adolescents and parents
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(Caprara, Scabini, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli, Regalia, & Bandura, 1998). Caprara,
Vecchione, Barbaranelli, and Alessandri (2013) found, on a sample composed by
198 adolescents with age range from 15 to 21 years, that the emotional
stability increased with age, and that the increment of perceived self-eﬃcacy in
managing negative emotions could predict the growth rate of emotional stability.
In addition, they showed that male adolescents had higher growth rate of per-
ceived self-eﬃcacy in managing negative emotions than female adolescents and
that gender was not signiﬁcantly associated with emotional stability and of per-
ceived self-eﬃcacy in expressing positive emotions. These results show that there
could be a relation between individual’s self-appraisals and emotional stability.
Perceived self-beliefs in managing emotions consist of believing to possess the
necessary skills to express positive emotions, as joy and happiness, or to hide or
manage negative emotions, as sadness or anger, when interacting with others.
Perceived self-beliefs can have, consequently, an eﬀect also on the expression of
personality traits, favoring the expression of those traits which facilitate social
relations and reducing the expression of those traits which deteriorate social
relations. Previous studies showed the existence of conjoint eﬀects of perceived
self-eﬃcacy beliefs and personality traits (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002;
McLaughlin, Moutray, & Muldoon, 2008). De Feyter, Caers, Vigna, and
Berings (2012) showed that perceived self-beliefs have moderating eﬀects on
the relation between personality traits and academic performance. Caprara,
Delle Fratte, and Steca (2002) found that perceived self-beliefs have a greater
predictive validity, compared to Big Five factors of personality, on psychological
well-being in a large group of adolescents attending high schools.
Perceived ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy beliefs (PFSBs) are the adolescent’s beliefs to be
able to keep a good interaction with his parents, to manage negative emotions
toward his parents, and to induce his parents to develop positive opinions
about him (Brannen, 2002; Cicognani & Zani, 1999; Noller, 1995; Regalia,
Barbaranelli, Pastorelli, & Mazzotti, 1999). Adolescents with a high level of
perceived ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy are able to communicate with their parents, to express
them their inner problems, to manage negative emotions when they have some
contrasts with their parents, and to act assertively in such a way that their parents
can develop good opinion about their behavior. Many studies showed that per-
ceived beliefs in managing familiar relations are strongly associated with the good
functioning of a family (Bandura, 1997; Coleman & Karraker, 1998, 2000)
The principal purpose of our study was to examine the ways perceived self-
beliefs, in particular perceived self-beliefs in managing negative and expressing
positive emotions and ﬁlial perceived self-beliefs, interact with personality traits
in shaping psychological well-being in adolescents. According to this principal
aim, we wanted to test also the following hypotheses:
1. Psychological well-being is associated with perceived ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy. Because
of the long permanence of Italian adolescents in their families of origin, it is
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reasonable to hypothesize that adolescents with a high level of ﬁlial self-
eﬃcacy can enhance their relationship with parents. If adolescents have a
good relationship with their parents, they should also experience a higher
well-being. Actually, there are no empirical data about the association
between perceived ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy and psychological well-being in Italian
adolescents.
2. Psychological well-being is associated with perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs in
expressing and managing emotions. Many studies showed that self-eﬃcacy
beliefs in expressing and managing emotions are correlated with life satisfac-
tion, because the ability to express and manage emotions is related to the
improvement of social relations and of individual achievements. Therefore,
there should be signiﬁcant correlations between perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs
in expressing and managing emotions and psychological well-being.
3. Perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs moderate the association between personality and
psychological well-being. Research showed that there is a connection between
psychological well-being and personality traits and that personality traits are
associated to individual’s self-appraisals. Therefore, it is reasonable to test if
the perceived ﬁlial and emotion regulation self-eﬃcacy beliefs have a moderat-
ing eﬀect on the relation between personality traits and psychological well-
being. For example, self-eﬃcacy beliefs in managing negative emotion can
play a signiﬁcant moderating role for extraverts but not for neurotics. The
veriﬁcation of this hypothesis could have a practical eﬀect: if there is a signiﬁ-
cant correlation between psychological well-being and personality traits and if
perceived self-beliefs have signiﬁcant moderating eﬀects on this correlation,
therefore with an appropriate educational or psychological training it is pos-
sible to increase psychological well-being by improving perceived self-beliefs.
Actually, there are no empirical data about the moderating eﬀect of perceived
ﬁlial and emotion regulation self-eﬃcacy beliefs on the association between
perceived ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy and psychological well-being in Italian adolescents.
To test the moderating eﬀects of perceived self-beliefs on personality, deﬁned by
Eysencks’s model of personality traits (Eysenck, 1991, 1992), we used the speciﬁc
scales of perceived self-beliefs in managing positive and negative emotions
(Caprara & Gerbino, 2001) and of perceived ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy (Caprara,
Regalia, & Scabini, 2001). We used Ryﬀ’s well-being questionnaire to measure
psychological functioning and self-fulﬁllment in adolescents (Ryﬀ, 1989).
Method
Participants
Participants were 190 adolescents or young adults (15.3% females) with a
mean age of 16.97 (SD¼ 1.49) years (age ranged from 14 to 20 years).
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Adolescents were enrolled class by class in a high technical school in a residential
community near Bari, which is a big town of the southern part of Italy, after
asking permission to the local school manager and to the parents. Adolescents
were asked to participate to the research on a voluntary basis. The sample
contained families of diﬀerent socio-economical status: skilled workers, employ-
ers, professionals, and local merchants. The percentage of adolescents who
accepted to participate was about 46%. All the adolescents who accepted to
participate responded to the battery of questionnaires. The questionnaires were
completed with the pen and pencil method, under the supervision of the exam-
iner and of the teacher during a pause in school-class. Eleven participants were
excluded from the analysis because of a higher number (>10%) of missing
responses. Therefore, only 179 questionnaires (15.6% females) could be used
for statistical analyses.
Measures
Affective self-efficacy beliefs (Caprara & Gerbino, 2001; Caprara et al., 2006).
Adolescents’ perceived self-eﬃcacy belief of positive (PSBP) and negative
(PSBN) emotions were measured by 15 items concerning adolescents’ capacity
to manage negative and to express positive emotions. In particular, eight nega-
tive aﬀect items assessed adolescents’ eﬃcacy beliefs in (a) regulating their aﬀect
in the face of threats, anger provocation, and rejection, (b) controlling worri-
some ruminations when things go wrong, and (c) calming one-self in presence of
taxing situations as well as recovering emotionally after suﬀering perturbing
experiences. The remaining seven positive aﬀect items measured adolescents’
eﬃcacy beliefs in expressing aﬀection toward others, getting oneself to express
enthusiasm and enjoyment, and feeling satisfaction with personal accomplish-
ments. Participants rated the strength of their self-eﬃcacy beliefs on a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 (perceived incapability) to 5 (complete self-assurance in
one’s capability). The internal consistency of PSBP and PSBN for adolescents
was .83 for both the scales (Caprara & Gerbino, 2001). An example of items used
in the PSBP scale is: ‘‘I can show my happiness when something good happens
to me.’’ An example of items used in the PSBN scale is: ‘‘I can overcome my
anger when rejected by others.’’
Filial self-efficacy beliefs (Caprara et al., 2005). Adolescents’ PFSBs were measured
by 16 items assessing adolescents’ beliefs in their capabilities to discuss their
personal problems with their parents even under diﬃcult circumstances, to
express positive feelings and to keep under control negative emotional reactions
toward them, to manage stress arising from marital conﬂicts, and to inﬂuence
parental attitudes and social practices constructively. Participants rated the
strength of their self-eﬃcacy beliefs on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (perceived
incapability) to 7 (complete self-assurance in one’s capability). The internal
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consistency of the PFSB scale was .90 (Caprara et al., 2001). An example of
items used in this scale is: ‘‘I talk with my parents about my personal problems.’’
Eysenck Personality Questionnaire—Short Form (EPQ-SF; Eysenck, Eysenck, & Barrett,
1985). The instrument is the Italian version (Sanavio & Soresi, 1979) of the
reduced form of the EPQ. It is composed of 48 items which are grouped into
four subscales, three of them measuring personality traits such as extraversion (E),
psychoticism (P), neuroticism (N), and one for checking validity (Lie Scale – L).
Each items has a dichotomous response (‘‘Yes’’ or ‘‘No’’) and scoring, for each
subscale, is given by the sum of each item score (0: ‘‘No’’; 1: ‘‘Yes’’). Internal
consistencies are .58, .78, .82, and. 74 for the P, E, N, and L scale, respectively
(Eysenck et al., 1985; Sanavio & Soresi, 1979). The EPQ-SF is the questionnaire of
personality used in the cognitive behavior assessment battery (Sanavio, Bertolotti,
Michielin, Vidotto, & Zotti, 2006). We decided to select this questionnaire for
his large use in the Italian context. An example of items used in the E scale is:
‘‘Do you enjoy meeting new people?’’ An example of items used in the P scale is:
‘‘Do you try not to be rude to people?’’ An example of items used in the N scale
is: ‘‘Does your mood often go up and down?’’ An example of items used in the Lie
scale is: ‘‘Have you ever cheated at a game?’’
Psychological Well-Being Scales (Ryff, 1989). Psychological well-being was measured
with the Italian version of Ryﬀ’s Well-Being Questionnaire (Ruini, Ottolini,
Rafanelli, Ryﬀ, & Fava, 2003). The questionnaire is composed by 84 items
divided into six scales: SA, PR, AU, EM, PL, and PG. Participants rated
their psychological well-being with a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (‘‘I do not
agree’’) to 6 (‘‘I completely agree’’). Scale scores can vary from 14 to 84. Internal
consistencies were .93, .91, .86, .90, .90, and .87 for the SA, PR, AU, EM, PL,
and PG scale, respectively (Ryﬀ, 1989). An example of items used in the SA scale
is: ‘‘I like most aspects of my personality.’’ An example of items used in the PR
scale is: ‘‘People would describe me as a giving person, willing to share my time
with others.’’ An example of items used in the AU scale is: ‘‘I have conﬁdence in
my opinions, even if they are contrary to the general consensus.’’ An example of
items used in the EM scale is: ‘‘In general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in
which I live.’’ An example of items used in the PL scale is: ‘‘Some people wander
aimlessly through life, but I am not one of them.’’ An example of items used in
the PG scale is: ‘‘I think it is important to have new experiences that challenge
how you think about yourself and the world.’’
Procedure
In accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki for the ethical principles of
research with minors, both parents signed a written consent for each participant,
before administering the questionnaires. In addition, we asked and obtained the
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permission from the manager of the scholastic district of Bari, who is the respon-
sible for the physical, psychological, and ethical rights of students, according to
the Italian law. Participation was voluntary and the information provided was
anonymous and conﬁdential. Participants were informed about the place and
people who conserved their data. We told parents and adolescents that the col-
lected data would have been used for a research about personality and psycho-
logical diﬀerences among adolescents.
Statistical analyses
We provided descriptives, correlations, and reliability measures (Cronbach’s a)
of collected measures.
With regression analyses, we tested the predictive power of personality, per-
ceived self-beliefs, and interactions between personality and perceived self-beliefs
on operational measures of psychological well-being.
We controlled the unidimensionality of Ryﬀ’s psychological well-being scales
with a conﬁrmatory factor analysis. The conﬁrmatory factor analysis can be per-
formed on samples with at least 100 subjects (Gorsuch, 1983; Kline, 1979, p. 40).
To test model ﬁt, we estimated the chi square (2), the ratio between 2 and its
degrees of freedom (2/df), the comparative ﬁt index (CFI), the Tucker–Lewis ﬁt
index (TLI), the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) and its 90%
conﬁdence interval limits, and the squared root mean residual index (SRMR).
Model with an acceptable ﬁt should have 2/df< 3, RMSEA< .08, and
SRMR< .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger & Mu¨ller,
2003). Models with a good ﬁt should have 2/df< 2, RMSEA< .06, and
SRMR< .05 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Mu¨ller,
2003). Hu and Bentler (1999) recommended a cutoﬀ value of .95 for CFI and TLI.
Analyses were performed with M-Plus 7.1 (Muthe´n & Muthe´n, 2013).
We analyzed the eﬀect of personality, perceived self-beliefs, and their inter-
actions on the general well-being (GWB) latent variable, with multiple indicators
and multiple causes (MIMIC) models, to test the predictive power of each vari-
able and of each interaction on psychological well-being. In this way, it is pos-
sible to analyze if the predictive power of personality and perceived self-beliefs is
not due to the similarity of operational deﬁnitions used to measure latent psy-
chological traits.
Results
Descriptives, correlations, and reliability measures
Table 1 shows descriptives (means and standard deviations), bivariate correl-
ations, and Cronbach’s a across personality traits (E, P, and N) and Lie scale (L)
measured by EPQ-SF.
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Correlations between personality traits are not signiﬁcant. Only the correl-
ation between psychoticism and the Lie scale is signiﬁcant. This result is con-
ﬁrmed by another previous study (San Martini, Mazzotti, & Setaro, 1996).
According to Kline (Kline, 2000, p. 13), Cronbach’s a between .60 and. 70
indicate an acceptable level of internal consistency, values between .50 and. 60
a poor level of internal consistency and values lower than .50 an unacceptable
level of internal consistency. Scale P shows a poor consistency. This scale meas-
ures the level of social impairment and discomfort in social relations. Probably,
the items content of this scale can generate some embarrassment in adolescents,
when they are responding, reducing their reliability. This is also conﬁrmed by the
signiﬁcant, even if low, correlation between the scores of the P and L scale.
Table 2 shows descriptives (means and standard deviations), bivariate correl-
ations, and Cronbach’s a across perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs (PSBP, PSBN, and
PFSB).
Aﬀective self-eﬃcacy beliefs scales are not signiﬁcantly correlated, while they
are both correlated with ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy beliefs. Table 3 shows descriptives
Table 1. Descriptives of EPQ-SF scales, bivariate correlations and reliabilities across per-
sonality traits and Lie scale.
EPQ-SF scales Mean SD E P N Cronbach’s a
E 9.36 2.67 .79
P 3.49 1.89 .13 .50
N 5.44 2.99 .06 .10 .76
L 5.72 2.36 .01 .27** .12 .61
EPQ-SF: Eysenck Personality Questionnaire—Short Form; E: extraversion; P: psychoticism; N: neuroticism;
L: Lie scale: SD: standard deviation.
**Significant at .01 level (two tails).
Table 2. Descriptives of PSBs scales, bivariate correlations and reliabilities across self-effi-
cacy beliefs.
PSBs scales Mean SD PSBP PSBN Cronbach’s a
PSBP 24.4 5.04 .78
PSBN 27.1 5.05 .12 .61
PFSB 62.7 10.8 .35** .44** .81
PSBs: perceived self-efficacy beliefs; PSBP: perceived self-efficacy beliefs in expressing positive emotions;
PSBN: perceived self-efficacy beliefs I managing negative emotions; PFSB: perceived filial self-efficacy beliefs;
SD: standard deviation.
**Significant at .01 level (2 tails).
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(means and standard deviations), bivariate correlations, and Cronbach’s a
across the six scales of psychological well-being.
All the six scales of psychological well-being are signiﬁcantly correlated, as
conﬁrmed by previous studies (Ryﬀ, 1989; Ruini et al., 2003).
Regression analyses
Table 4 shows standardized coeﬃcients of each psychological well-being scale
regressed to personality traits (E, P, and N), self-eﬃcacy beliefs (PSBP, PSBN,
and PFSB), and interactions between personality traits and self-eﬃcacy beliefs.
The variables included in the interaction terms were centered (Cohen, Cohen,
West, & Aiken, 2003).
N, PSBP, and PSBN are the signiﬁcant predictors of SA. E, P, N, and PSBP
are the signiﬁcant predictors of PR. N, PSBP, PSBN, and PFSB are the signiﬁ-
cant predictors of AU. E, N, PSBP, PSBP, and PFSB are the signiﬁcant pre-
dictors of Environment mastery. P, N, and PSBP are the signiﬁcant predictors of
PL. E, PSBP, and PSBN are the signiﬁcant predictors of PG. As regards the
product terms, only the products PPSBP (for environment mastery and PL)
and NPSBN (for AU and PG) have signiﬁcant eﬀects. The standardized coef-
ﬁcients of the product PPSBP are all positive, while the standardized coeﬃ-
cients of the product NPSBN are all negatives. However, P is signiﬁcant only
for PL (b¼.17) and N is signiﬁcant only for AU (b¼.20). This means that
PSBP has a moderating eﬀect on P only for PL. In this case, PSBP inverts the
eﬀects of P (b¼ .17). PSBN has a moderating eﬀect on N only for AU. In this
case, PSBN slightly decreases the negative eﬀects of N on AU (b¼.19). For all
the regression models, the variance inﬂation factors are lower than 2. A variance
inﬂation factor higher than 10 suggests the existence of multicollinearity
(O’Brien, 2007).
Table 3. Descriptives of PWB scales, bivariate correlations and reliabilities across the six
Ryff’s Well-Being Questionnaire scales.
PWB scales Mean SD SA PR AU EM PL Cronbach’s a
SA 47.7 8.11 .76
PR 49.9 8.12 .54** .75
AU 47.3 7.44 .47** .24** .68
EM 47.8 6.85 .68** .48** .46** .67
PL 48.3 6.94 .67* .45** .42** .66* .62
PG 49.7 6.76 .49** .51** .38** .55** .51** .65
Note: PWB: psychological well-being; SA: self-acceptance; PR: positive relations with others; AU: auton-
omy; EM: environmental mastery; PL: purpose in life; PG: personal growth; SD: standard deviation.
*Significant at .05 level (2 tails); **Significant at .01 level (2 tails).
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Confirmatory factor analysis
A conﬁrmatory factor analysis was performed to test if the six scales of psycho-
logical well-being can be grouped into a common latent factor which represents
GWB. CFA shows a good ﬁt of the unidimensional model (2¼ 18.69, df¼ 9,
p¼ .03; chi/df¼ 2.08; CFI¼ .98; TLI¼ .96; RMSEA¼ .08; 90% RMSEA¼ .03,
.13; SRMR¼ .03). Therefore, the six psychological well-being scales can be con-
sidered as a unidimensional test. This result conﬁrms previous ﬁndings (Ryﬀ,
1989; Ruini et al., 2003).
MIMIC analysis
With a MIMIC model, we tested the correlations between personality traits, self-
eﬃcacy beliefs, and their interaction with GWB. In the ﬁrstMIMICmodel, all the
links between GWB, personality traits (E, P, and N), self-eﬃcacy beliefs (PSBP,
PSBN, and PFSB), and their product terms were tested. Figure 1 shows the
Figure 1. MIMIC model of the relationships between the latent factor GWB, the person-
ality traits E, P, N, the self-efficacy beliefs PSBP, PSBN, PFSB, and their product terms. The
R2 for the prediction of GWB by the manifest variables is .46.
E: extraversion; P: psychoticism; N: neuroticism; PSBP: perceived self-efficacy beliefs in
expressing positive emotions; PSBN: perceived self-efficacy beliefs I managing negative emo-
tions; PFSB: perceived filial self-efficacy beliefs; SA: self-acceptance; PR: positive relations
with others; AU: autonomy; EM: environmental mastery; PL: purpose in life; PG: personal
growth; GWB: general well-being. *Significant at p< .01.
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path diagram between exogenous covariates, GWB, and measures of GWB.
Coeﬃcients reported in the ﬁgure are standardized coeﬃcients. Goodness of ﬁt
indexes show that the model has a quite suﬃcient ﬁt (2¼ 170.7, df¼ 84, p¼<.01;
chi/df¼ 2.03; CFI¼ .86; TLI¼ .82; RMSEA¼ .08; 90% RMSEA¼ .06, .09;
SRMR¼ .04). Therefore, we created a second MIMIC model by eliminating all
exogenous covariates and product terms with not signiﬁcant links with GWB.
Only E, N, PSBP, PSBN, and the product term PPSBP were included as
exogenous variables in the MIMIC model. Results show a relevant improvement
in model ﬁt (2¼ 78.11, df¼ 34, p¼<.01; chi/df¼ 2.30; CFI¼ .92; TLI¼ .90;
RMSEA¼ .08; 90%RMSEA¼ .06, .11; SRMR¼ .05). The 2 diﬀerence between
the former and the latter MIMIC model was 2diff¼ 92.59, with df¼ 50. This dif-
ference is signiﬁcant for p< .001. Therefore, E, N, PSBP, and PSBN are the best
predictors of GWB. The strength of this association (Cohen’s d) was .43, .52,
.61, and .46 for the E, N, PSBP, and PSBN variable, respectively (Ferguson,
2009). These values indicate a nearly moderate association between the aﬀective
self-eﬃcacy beliefs and psychological well-being (Cohen, 1992). Also, the product
PPSBP has a signiﬁcant link with GWB (standardized b¼ .15, p¼ .02, Cohen’s
d¼ .35). This means that the self-eﬃcacy beliefs in expressing positive emotions
favor a positive connection between psychoticism andGWB, even if the eﬀect size
is small.
Discussion and conclusion
This research conﬁrmed the existence of correlations between personality traits
and psychological well-being (Steel et al., 2008). Extraversion aﬀect many
dimensions of psychological functioning, in particular PR, environment mas-
tery, and PG. Extraverts have greater social skills, take more advantages from
environmental opportunities, and are more able in pursuing their potentials
(DeNeve & Cooper, 1998; Ryan & Deci, 2001). They tend also to be more
optimistic and able to obtain social support. Also, neuroticism is correlated
with many dimension of psychological well-being. However, all these correl-
ations are negative: neurotics have lower SA, less positive relations, lower
AU, lower environment mastery, and lower PL. Therefore, neurotics have stron-
ger problems in reaching self-fulﬁllment and a good psychological functioning.
This can led neurotics to develop passive and negative attitudes towards life,
others, and themselves (Ryan & Deci, 2001). Psychoticism is correlated with
only few components of psychological well-being. Those who score high on
psychoticism are characterized by their impulsivity, egocentricity, and aggres-
siveness (Eysenck, 1991, 1992). Therefore, their characteristics have more con-
sequences on the quality of their social relationships instead of on the perceived
quality of their life. This is conﬁrmed by the signiﬁcant negative eﬀect of psy-
choticism on the ability in establishing good relationships with others (Maltby,
Macaskill, & Day, 2001).
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However, the analyses performed with MIMIC models show that only extra-
version and neuroticism aﬀect GWB. This result conﬁrms the strong relation
between these personality traits and PWB (DeNeve & Cooper, 1999; Diener &
Lucas, 1999; Ryan & Deci, 2001; Schmutte & Ryﬀ, 1997). Probably, this con-
nection is due to the fact that extraversion and neuroticism are partly genetically
determined (Diener & Lucas, 1999; Vernon et al., 2008) and are natural predis-
positions, which determine positive or negative reactions during events of life
(Costa & MacCrae, 1980).
As regards our ﬁrst hypothesis, our results show that ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy does
not show any relevant association with the components of psychological well-
being, except for environment mastery, contrarily to other researches (Ben-Zur,
2003). Probably, among Italian adolescents, relations outside the family of
origin have more relevance on psychological functioning. Previous studies
found that ability to manage peer pressure toward an antisocial conduct
rather more than having positive relations with parents can help adolescents
to avoid transgressive conduct (Caprara et al., 1998).
As regards our second hypothesis, this study conﬁrms the existence of an
association between the aﬀective self-eﬃcacy beliefs on psychological well-
being in adolescents (Caprara & Steca, 2006; Caprara et al., 2002). Self-eﬃcacy
beliefs in expressing positive emotions have positive links with all psychological
well-being dimensions, while self-eﬃcacy beliefs in managing negative emotions
have positive links with SA, AU, environment mastery, and PG. Filial self-
eﬃcacy beliefs aﬀect only environment mastery. The MIMIC model conﬁrms
that only aﬀective self-eﬃcacy beliefs are signiﬁcantly connected with psycho-
logical well-being, while ﬁlial self-eﬃcacy not. People with higher aﬀective self-
eﬃcacy beliefs have also greater ability in emotion regulation and in coping
negative events (Caprara & Steca, 2002). Some studies have shown that emotion
regulation has moderating eﬀect between personality and self-injury in adoles-
cents (Hasking et al., 2010) and that diﬃculty in emotion regulation is positively
related with the severity of borderline symptoms in adolescents (Sharp, Pane,
Ha, Venta, Patel, Sturek, & Fonagy, 2011).
As regards our third hypothesis, our results show that self-eﬃcacy beliefs
have a very low moderating eﬀect on the association between personality and
psychological well-being. Self-eﬃcacy beliefs in expressing positive emotions
have moderating eﬀects on psychoticism, and self-eﬃcacy beliefs in managing
negative emotions on neuroticism. In particular, self-eﬃcacy beliefs in managing
negative emotions tend to attenuate the negative eﬀect of neuroticism on the AU
and PG component of psychological well-being, while self-eﬃcacy in expressing
positive emotions completely change the association of psychoticism with the
EM and PL component of psychological well-being. Psychoticism has a negative
eﬀect on positive relations (Maltby et al., 2001). In our study, however, individ-
uals with high psychoticism and high perceived self-eﬃcacy in expressing posi-
tive emotions have positive association with environment mastery and PL.
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Reasonably, these individuals have a dominant and assertive behavior in pursu-
ing their aims and, concomitantly, are able to establish positive and warm rela-
tions with others. From this perspective, the perceived self-eﬃcacy in expressing
positive emotions attenuates the negative characteristics of psychoticism.
Therefore, ‘‘assertive’’ high P scorers show a better psychological functioning
than people with average P scores.
There are not many studies about psychological well-being and its associ-
ations with other psychological variables, especially in Italian adolescents.
Therefore, psychological well-being, it is still an explorative ﬁeld of research.
In particular, it is not yet clear if there are associations between personality
traits, perceived self-eﬃciency beliefs, and the diﬀerent components of psycho-
logical well-being and how strong are these associations. Our study ﬁlls the gap
in this sector of studies.
Another question not completely clariﬁed is the interaction between person-
ality traits and self-eﬃciency beliefs, especially for adolescents. Our study shows
that there is a signiﬁcant correlation between the diﬀerent components of psy-
chological well-being and personality traits, in particular extraversion and neur-
oticism, and perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs, in particular beliefs in managing and
expressing emotions. However, personality traits and perceived self-eﬃcacy
beliefs are substantially independent of each other. Perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs
have a signiﬁcant moderating eﬀect only in associations between neuroticism
and psychoticism with some components of psychological well-being. The con-
ﬁrmatory factor analysis, using MIMIC models, further conﬁrms that the gen-
eral factor of the psychological well-being is associated signiﬁcantly only with
extraversion, neuroticism, perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs in expressing positive
emotions, and in managing negative emotions. Surprisingly, perceived ﬁlial
self-eﬃcacy is not associated with psychological well-being, except for the EM
component. Therefore, the adolescents ability to keep a good relation with their
parents by reducing negative emotions toward parents and inducing parents to
have positive opinions about them is not relevant for their well-being. This result
can be partly explained by the fact the behavior of Italian adolescents is strongly
aﬀected also by their relations with their peers or with friends that are outside
their familiar environment (Caprara et al., 1998), but its complete explanation
requires further research.
The limitation of our research is that the sample is not representative of the
Italian population of adolescents, but the participation at the research was on a
voluntary basis because adolescents were not rewarded. Therefore, it was not
possible to reach a high number of participants. Another limitation is that our
sample was composed by adolescents living in a speciﬁc part of Italy. Further
research with more adolescents of diﬀerent parts of Italy could be done to
determine the generalizability of our results.
The principal aim of our study was to ﬁnd association between personality
traits, perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs, and components of psychological
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well-being. Even if this study used a correlation design, however, it found some
signiﬁcant associations between the psychological variables, in particular,
between the perceived self-eﬃcacy beliefs and the components of psychological
well-being that were never tested before in a sample of adolescents.
Due to strong diﬀerence between the number of males and female, we could
also not examine the gender diﬀerences between adolescents in personality traits
and self-eﬃcacy beliefs. Other studies showed signiﬁcant correlations between
gender and personality or self-eﬃcacy beliefs (Caprara & Steca, 2006; Caprara
et al., 2013). This was a cross-sectional self-report study and there is always an
issue of item overlap between scales as well as not using diﬀerent methodologies.
Nevertheless, we believe it makes a useful contribution to the literature.
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